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mental health professionals? Are they 
doing the diagnoses and treatments? 

It is absolutely apparent, Madam 
Speaker, that tens of thousands of our 
young people are getting out of the 
military or the Reserve or the National 
Guard without being adequately diag-
nosed for brain injury or PTSD. Let me 
say that again. We have tens of thou-
sands of our young people being dis-
charged from the military or from the 
Reserve or National Guard without di-
agnosis for PTSD or brain injury. That 
means tens of thousands of ticking 
time bombs are out on the street. We 
need to do a better job. 

There is a stigma against adequate 
evaluation and early treatment. The 
military, or at least many members of 
the military, seem to give their young-
er troops the sense that it is not 
macho, it is not marine-like, it is not 
soldier-like to have mental illness. 
That it is a weakness. You have got to 
buck up, sergeant, and not have any 
mental illness. So we have folks who 
get a questionnaire about some of the 
risk factors, and they just say no. They 
know they are supposed to say no, be-
cause they want to be home, they don’t 
want any influence on their future ca-
reer or any possible promotion. So 
there is a dynamic within our military 
not to adequately diagnose. 

The VA says they have mandatory 
screening for these illnesses, for these 
injuries when people come to the VA 
for treatment. Well, they may not 
come to the VA for treatment. We 
don’t have an outreach that goes after 
every single one of them. And when 
they come in, they get a questionnaire 
by an intake clerk of two questions. 
Anybody who wants not to have any of 
the stigma of mental illness knows to 
say no on those two questions. Besides, 
we are told there are 15 risk factors for 
PTSD and suicide. Why don’t we ask 
about all of them? Why don’t we have 
a mandatory evaluation by competent 
mental health personnel before any-
body gets discharged or leaves the Na-
tional Guard or leaves the Reserves? 
This has to be done, Madam Speaker. 
We have to get rid of the stigma and do 
it in a way where we allow the soldiers 
to do it as part of their company, for 
example, so they have that comrade-
ship and with their family to help both 
diagnosis and treatment. 

So we have a big job to do as we cele-
brate this Memorial Day. We have a job 
to do with the 1.6 million troops who 
have been deployed already, 800,000 of 
them have returned home. We have a 
great deal to do with the other 23 mil-
lion of our veterans from previous 
wars. 

b 1515 

We have to do this job right, Madam 
Speaker. And on this Memorial Day, 
let us recommit ourselves to doing the 
job right. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. FILNER. Madam Speaker, I 

would ask unanimous consent that all 
Members have 5 legislative days to re-

vise and extend their remarks and add 
extraneous material to H.R. 6048. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FILNER. I would yield back the 

balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
FILNER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 6048. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

ADDITIONAL TEMPORARY EXTEN-
SION OF SMALL BUSINESS PRO-
GRAMS 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate bill (S. 3029) to provide for an 
additional temporary extension of pro-
grams under the Small Business Act 
and the Small Business Investment Act 
of 1958, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The text of the Senate bill is as fol-
lows: 

S. 3029 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ADDITIONAL TEMPORARY EXTEN-

SION OF AUTHORIZATION OF PRO-
GRAMS UNDER THE SMALL BUSI-
NESS ACT AND THE SMALL BUSI-
NESS INVESTMENT ACT OF 1958. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1 of the Act enti-
tled ‘‘An Act to extend temporarily certain 
authorities of the Small Business Adminis-
tration’’, approved October 10, 2006 (Public 
Law 109–316; 120 Stat. 1742), as most recently 
amended by section 1 of Public Law 110–136 
(121 Stat. 1453), is amended by striking ‘‘May 
23, 2008’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘March 20, 2009’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
May 22, 2008. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
New York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ) and the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, today we will con-
sider a short-term extension for pro-

grams in the Small Business Act and 
Small Business Investment Act. The 
measure extends the authorization of 
the Small Business Administration and 
these programs through March 20, 2009. 
This measure will ensure continued op-
erations at the agency. 

The legislation comes before us at a 
time when the American economy is 
facing many challenges. Fallout from 
the subprime crisis is driving a tight-
ening of the credit market, the average 
price of a gallon of gas is almost $4, 
and unemployment is rising. 

Entrepreneurs can help reverse these 
trends, if they have the proper tools. 
Throughout the 110th Congress, the 
Committee on Small Business has been 
working to improve and revitalize the 
economic environment for business ac-
tivity. With nearly 20 bills passed out 
of the House, these reforms have been a 
collaborative and bipartisan effort. 
With the input of Ranking Member 
CHABOT and other Members of this 
body, this has included major changes 
to SBA programs which affect millions 
of small businesses. 

We have already passed measures 
into law that will help small businesses 
cope with rising energy costs, as well 
as become part of the solution. The 
President also signed a bill earlier this 
year that provides needed assistance to 
veteran business owners. And just last 
week, the House and Senate cleared a 
package to strengthen the SBA’s dis-
aster relief initiatives, which failed so 
many Americans during Hurricane 
Katrina. 

The House has also reported legisla-
tion that is awaiting Senate action. 
These include reforms to streamline 
the SBA access to capital initiatives, 
improve contracting opportunities, and 
increase the outreach of entrepre-
neurial programs. We will continue 
working with the Senate to get these 
reforms signed into law. 

This extension would allow the 
chamber to move its own versions, set-
ting the groundwork so we may work 
out any differences. In the interim, and 
in the midst of a weakened economy, it 
is essential that these programs con-
tinue to serve small firms. The SBA is 
the sole Federal agency charged with 
assisting these entrepreneurs, and this 
bill allows the agency to continue to 
meet their needs. 

I urge support of the bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support of this particular leg-
islation, and I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

The bill is very simple, Madam 
Speaker. It extends the authorization 
of all programs authorized by the 
Small Business Act, the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act, and any program 
operated by the Small Business Admin-
istration for which Congress has al-
ready appropriated funds. This exten-
sion will last until March 20, 2009. 
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The extension is necessary because 

authorization for various programs op-
erated by the Small Business Adminis-
tration ceases on May 23, 2008, so in 
just a couple of days. 

Working in a bipartisan effort with 
Chairwoman VELÁZQUEZ, as she always 
does, she’s reached out many occasions 
to work in a bipartisan fashion in the 
committee. The committee has ordered 
15 bills to be reported out of the com-
mittee, all of which have passed this 
body, the House of Representatives. 

The most recent action taken by the 
House was the recent passage of legis-
lation to extend the Small Business In-
novation Research Program. With the 
passage of this bill, the House has fin-
ished all the necessary work to reau-
thorize all of the programs overseen by 
the Small Business Administration. 

Even though the House finished its 
deliberations, we operate in a bi-
cameral legislative system, of course, 
and time is needed for the legislative 
process to run its course and enable the 
two bodies to resolve any disagree-
ments on the best way to move the 
Small Business Administration forward 
and helping America’s entrepreneurs. 
That work simply cannot be completed 
by this Friday, and given the upcoming 
legislative work on appropriations 
matters, it remains unclear when the 
two bodies will be able to commence 
deliberations to iron out their dif-
ferences. 

As a result of the need for following 
regular order and ensuring due delib-
eration of important issues to the 
American economy, I would urge my 
colleagues to suspend the rules and 
pass S. 3029. 

However, there are additional items 
that I believe this House should ad-
dress when it comes to small business. 
We’re looking at access to capital in 
the Small Business Administration, 
and that is one of the areas that small 
businesses all around the country 
struggle it, with, access to capital. 

Taxes is another big issue, and that’s 
why I believe that the tax cuts that we 
pass should be made permanent be-
cause many of the people who would 
benefit from those, that tax relief are 
small business owners, and they hire 
about 70 percent of the new workers in 
this country. So I believe we should 
make those tax cuts permanent. 

Regulatory reform needs to happen. 
Small businesses continue to be over-
regulated, as many parts of our econ-
omy are. Health care is important. 
That’s why we believe that Association 
Health Plans should pass. We ought to 
make sure that businesses are able to 
provide health care for their employ-
ees. 

But there’s one area that this Con-
gress, I believe, has been woefully re-
miss in not addressing, and that’s the 
area of energy, the fact that whether 
it’s natural gas to heat our homes in 
the wintertime, or whether it’s filling 
up one’s gas tank at all-time record 
highs of almost $4 a gallon, it’s abso-
lutely unconscionable that Congress 

has not acted in a responsible manner 
and a bipartisan manner to actually do 
something to bring those gas prices 
down. Why are we seeing these gas 
prices at all time highs? 

Well, we are far too reliant upon for-
eign sources of energy. Is there any-
thing we can do about this? Absolutely. 

I’ve been in Congress for 14 years, 
and I’ve voted 11 times to allow us to 
explore and drill and go after energy up 
in Alaska, in ANWR, where we believe 
we have up to 16 billion barrels of oil 
which is being kept off-limits. 

So we’re essentially handcuffing our-
selves and saying, you can’t go up 
there at all, even though most Alas-
kans are all for it. They believe that 
we should be able to go up there, as do 
most of their representatives, as do an 
awful lot of Members of this House. 
And we had the votes in previous Con-
gresses to pass that here in the House. 
As I say, I voted for it 11 times. But we 
didn’t have the votes over in the Sen-
ate. 

But I just think it’s absolutely out-
rageous that we’ve kept 16 billion bar-
rels of oil off-limits. And that’s only 
the start. We’ve also kept the entire 
Outer Continental Shelf off-limits. We 
think we have 86 billion barrels of oil 
there, and trillions of cubic feet of nat-
ural gas to heat our homes in the win-
tertime, which we’ve kept off-limits. 

Now, we’re not going to go after it, 
but Cuba has entered into an agree-
ment with China to go after this oil 
out there that we ought to be getting. 
And so they’re going to take advantage 
of it and we’re not. And that’s one of 
the main reasons that we see these 
high gas prices out there, because we 
have to buy the oil from somewhere, so 
we continue to buy it from some of the 
most unstable parts of the world, like 
the OPEC countries especially in the 
Middle East. 

We’re also buying oil from Venezuela. 
Hugo Chavez is down there, really a 
bitter enemy of the United States, yet 
we’re forced to buy his oil. We buy oil 
from Mexico and Canada, Nigeria and 
other countries around the world as 
well. But we ought not to allow our-
selves to be so dependent on foreign 
sources of energy. 

We ought to go after those areas that 
we have control over, that we don’t 
have to ask anybody’s permission. But 
this Congress has kept that oil off-lim-
its, and that’s one of the main reasons 
we see prices as high as they are right 
now. 

In addition, if we had the crude oil 
here, which we don’t, but if we had it, 
we can’t refine it quickly enough to be 
able to put it into our cars. Why? Be-
cause we don’t have enough oil refin-
eries in this country. 

Back 30 years ago, which is the last 
time, more than 30 years, 32 years ago 
is the last time we built an oil refinery 
in this country. The regulations now 
make it virtually impossible to build 
an oil refinery. So we ought to change 
those regulations. We ought to make 
sure that we do it, you still build these 

refineries in an environmentally safe 
manner, just as we go after the oil in 
ANWR and the Outer Continental Shelf 
in an environmentally safe and friendly 
manner. But those are the types of 
things that we need to do. But because 
we take no action in those areas, we 
haven’t built an oil refinery in this 
country in over 30 years. 

We’ve put nuclear off-limits, no more 
nuclear power plants about 20 years 
ago. France can produce 75 percent of 
their electricity, completely, safely. 
But we can’t do that in the United 
States? I don’t think so. I think that’s 
just a very bad policy that we enacted 
about 20 years ago, making it impos-
sible to build nuclear power plants. We 
need to change that. 

Finally, we need as well to make sure 
that we have sufficient dollars going 
into research so that we can go after 
the cutting edge types of energies that 
are going to power us in the future, 
solar, wind, biomass, hydrogen fuel 
cells that we may be able to power our 
cars by in the future. 

But most of these things, for the 
most part, are in the future. Yes, we do 
have wind now. But we’re talking 
about less than 1 percent of the power 
in this country. So we have to have en-
ergy going in; we have to have suffi-
cient dollars going into those tech-
nologies of the future. 

But the bottom line is that at this 
time oil is one of the principal ways 
that we power our automobiles and 
other important things in this country. 
And when we put that stuff off-limits 
and we continue to buy it from foreign 
sources, we’re going to continue to see 
these high prices. And that’s just 
wrong. 

The American people are suffering 
right now. We should have taken this 
action a long time ago. But since we 
didn’t, we need to do it immediately. 
And that’s what really bugs me when I 
hear people talk about, well, even if we 
opened up ANWR now, we’re not going 
to have that oil for years. Well, that’s 
why we should have opened up ANWR a 
long time ago. But we can’t go back 
and undo what was, we can’t go back 
and do what we didn’t do back then, 
but if we passed it now, a lot of the 
price at the gas pump is reflected in 
speculators, what they think oil is 
going to be like in the future. If we 
opened up ANWR, I think you’d see an 
immediate effect on the prices at the 
pump that we would pay. 

People are sick and tired of the high 
prices we’re paying. It’s time that Con-
gress act, and we ought to act sooner 
rather than later. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Madam Speaker, I 

have no further speakers, if the rank-
ing member is prepared to close. 

Mr. CHABOT. I would like to yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS). 

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, may 
I inquire how much time is remaining. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Eleven 

minutes. 
Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, this 

short-term extension is important. It’s 
just too bad that we couldn’t extend 
the low cost of energy that we had 18 
months ago. Eighteen months ago the 
price of a barrel of crude oil was $58.31. 
Today it’s $128 a barrel, a $70 increase. 

What’s important to small businesses 
is the cost of doing business. And the 
increase in energy cost, the increase in 
liquid fuel cost, the increase in elec-
tricity cost, bears a disproportionate 
share of the cost today, more so than 18 
months ago. 

b 1530 

Mr. WU. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SHIMKUS. I would be honored to 

yield to my friend from Oregon. 
Mr. WU. Would my friend care to cite 

to us the price of a barrel of oil when 
this administration took power in 2001? 

Mr. SHIMKUS. It was $27 a barrel 
when this administration came in. 

Mr. WU. Would the gentleman care to 
cite the price of a barrel of oil when 
the war in Iraq began? 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Do you know what it 
was? 

Mr. WU. I was hoping—— 
Mr. SHIMKUS. I will debate this 

issue. This issue is about supply. I 
don’t care who’s responsible. This issue 
is about bringing more supply into the 
market. When a barrel costs $128 versus 
$58, this is what you get: You get gas 
prices that were at $2.33 when this Con-
gress got sworn in to prices today that 
are $3.80 because we will not expand 
our supply. 

Now, if you add climate change, my 
friend from Oregon is a good friend of 
mine, and I know he’s concerned about 
climate change and global warming 
and a cap-and-trade system, conserv-
atively, that’s going to add 50 cents to 
a gallon of gas to comply with climate 
change. So today the average price 
$3.80, plus 50 cents, $4.30. 

Now, I think yesterday in Chicago 
without the climate change gas tax in-
crease, it was $4.50 a gallon. 

So the debate is when are we going to 
say that it’s okay to do these things? 
When is it okay that we can take coal 
and turn it into liquid fuel? When is it 
okay to go off the Outer Continental 
Shelf and harvest those billions of bar-
rels of oil, those trillions of cubic feet 
of natural gas? When is it going to be 
okay to say let’s continue to move ag-
gressively in cellulosic and biofuels, 
coal-to-liquid, OCS, wind, and solar? 

In 20 years, we’re going to increase 
our electricity demand by 50 percent. 
We have to bring on more supply. We 
have to bring on more baseload supply 
because in rural America, which I rep-
resent, in over 30 counties it takes 21⁄2 
hours to drive from one part of my dis-
trict to another. We don’t have mass 
transit. We don’t have light rail. In 
fact, it’s an agricultural economy. It 
runs on big diesel trucks to haul the 
cattle, to haul the horses, to haul the 
hay. Diesel prices have doubled. 

And so because of that, what we’re 
trying to say is it is time that we start 
addressing and bring this to the floor. 
The chairwoman herself said in her 
opening statement, We have brought 
policies here, this Congress, to lower 
the cost for small business. That’s kind 
of like the Speaker’s promise in 2006, 
We’ve got a plan to lower gas prices. It 
didn’t happen. It went up. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Would the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. SHIMKUS. I would be honored to 
yield. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. H.R. 6—— 
Mr. SHIMKUS. It’s a failure. 
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. You know why? 

Because your President, our President 
refuses to implement the provisions, at 
least the one that would lower the cost 
of loans for small businesses. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. When your party will 
come to the floor and debate bringing 
more supply to the market, we can ne-
gotiate. But when you say, We’re going 
to solve our 50-percent increase in de-
mand on energy with solar and wind, it 
just doesn’t pass the laugh test. We 
just can’t get there. 

We’ve got to expand nuclear power. 
We’ve got to expand coal-fired power. 
We’ve got to turn coal into liquid fuels. 
We’ve got to bring on more supply. 
Yes, we can do it. I’ve got it here. In 
fact, Illinois is going to be a great wind 
power State. 

Mr. WU. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SHIMKUS. I would be happy to 

yield. 
Mr. WU. I look forward to debating 

the gentleman from Indiana on this 
issue. As you know, this Congress has 
acted on every item that you have 
cited except for drilling on the Arctic 
Wildlife Reserve. We’ve acted on every 
other single one. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Do you know how big 
the Arctic Wildlife Refuge is? 

Mr. WU. I believe it is a very, very 
short-term supply. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. No. Do you know how 
big it is? 

Mr. WU. It is a very large expanse of 
land. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. It is the size of the 
State of South Carolina. 

Do you know what the drilling plat-
form is? 

Mr. WU. Would the gentleman care 
to—I mean, we’re asking—— 

Mr. SHIMKUS. We’re debating back 
and forth. 

Do you know how big the drilling 
platform would be? 

Mr. WU. It would be a substantial 
size. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. No, it would not be a 
substantial size. It would be the size of 
Dulles Airport. It would be like putting 
on a football field a postage stamp. 
That’s the perspective. That’s what 
gets lost in this debate. We can do it. 

You know what? If you look at the 
OCS here, we do drill in the western 
gulf. Remember when Katrina went 
rolling up the gulf and we saw that big 
picture, tell me the environmental dis-
aster that occurred with those derricks 

in the western gulf with Katrina roll-
ing over the top of them. Can you name 
one? There wasn’t one. 

Mr. WU. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SHIMKUS. I would be happy to 

yield. 
Mr. WU. I do believe that the oil der-

ricks, as Katrina came through, were 
evacuated and covered, and the people 
who were responsible for those rigs did 
do a good job in Katrina, and I would 
be happy to concede that to the gen-
tleman. 

But I also want to mention to the 
gentleman that experts ranging from 
the CEO of Exxon to academicians on 
the topic all estimate that the current 
price of a barrel of oil should be about 
$60 a barrel. Instead, it’s twice that 
price. 

Let me just finish my statement. 
Mr. SHIMKUS. I’m not going to 

argue. It’s my time. I will debate, but 
I won’t argue. It’s my time. 

Mr. WU. And most individuals agree 
that there are three reasons why the 
price is $128 a barrel rather than $60 a 
barrel. The three reasons are our pres-
ence in Iraq, instead of lowering the 
price of oil, it increased the price of 
oil; the permission from Wall Street to 
speculate on a purely financial basis in 
commodity futures; and the third rea-
son is the lowering of the value of the 
U.S. dollar. Two of those policies are 
intentional policies, and the third pol-
icy was passed by the Republican Con-
gress. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. And because I’m en-
joying this type of debate, I will con-
cede the dollar price. 

But let me tell you why, if we had 
our own resources, if we were drilling 
our own oil, isn’t it criminal that we’re 
relying on imported crude oil to fund 
our energy needs? Wouldn’t it be better 
to use American dollars to drill on 
American soil in American land on 
American OCS? Then we wouldn’t have 
to worry about the dollar, because an 
American dollar is an American dollar 
is an American dollar. And we wouldn’t 
have to worry about our trade imbal-
ances because we import all of this 
crude oil. 

Now, to point two, the speculators. 
Do you know why they’re bidding the 
price up? Because we won’t open sup-
ply. They’re taking a position that I 
am going to bid this up, and you know 
what? Those dummies in Congress, 
they’re not going to open up more sup-
ply. So what I hold is going to cost 
more in the future. It’s a futures mar-
ket. It’s risk management. They’re bet-
ting about our inability to go here. Bil-
lions of barrels of oil, trillions of cubic 
feet of natural gas. We won’t go there. 
They’re betting against us going there. 

Mr. WU. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SHIMKUS. I’m from Southern Il-

linois. It’s the Saudi Arabia of coal, 250 
years worth. Fifty percent of our elec-
tricity that we generate today is by 
coal. We could also use that coal as the 
South Africans have done for 40 years. 
The Germans did it in World War II. 
Take that coal and turn it into liquid 
fuel. 
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We have had four budget airlines go 

broke. Why did they go broke? They 
couldn’t afford the price of aviation 
fuel. How did South African airlines 
fuel their jets? Coal-to-liquid tech-
nology. Taking South African coal, 
turning it into aviation jet fuel. That’s 
what our competitive advantage is. Our 
advantage is using our natural re-
sources. Not assuming that our natural 
resources are an environmental hazard. 

That’s our policy. Don’t go after our 
natural resources. It’s an environ-
mental hazard. Most countries say go 
after your natural resources; it makes 
you stronger. It makes you more com-
petitive. It lowers the cost of doing 
business. It creates jobs. Look at the 
jobs that would be created here in 
southern Illinois. Build a coal mine, 
that creates jobs. Operate the coal 
mines, that creates jobs. Build a coal- 
to-liquid refinery, jobs. Operate the 
coal-to-liquid refinery, jobs. Build a 
pipeline, American jobs. Low-cost fuel, 
American jobs. 

For every dollar a barrel increase on 
aviation fuel, do you know how much 
it costs us taxpayers? $60 million just 
to fund the Air Force. 

So this policy of no supply hurts the 
taxpayers. And we have to pay for it. 
We had the authorization bill of the 
Coast Guard. For every dollar increase 
in diesel fuel, do you know what it cost 
the Coast Guard to operate and make 
sure our shores are protected? $24 mil-
lion for every dollar increase. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Ohio has 
expired. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Madam Speaker, 
let me just say in closing that I, too, 
am concerned and outraged about the 
fact that we are dealing with an energy 
crisis that is impacting small busi-
nesses, but more important is the fact 
that we passed an energy bill that has 
provisions that will provide low-cost 
loans for small businesses to be able to 
cope with energy and the gas prices, 
and yet the President refuses to imple-
ment the program. 

So I would ask the gentleman, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, to join with me in asking the 
administration and asking the Presi-
dent to implement this provision con-
tained in a bill that was overwhelm-
ingly supported, a bipartisan bill, the 
energy bill. 

And then the gentleman comes here 
and gives this great speech about en-
ergy prices, and yet whenever there is 
an opportunity for the gentleman to 
support legislation that would provide 
relief to small businesses and con-
sumers, he votes against it. Even today 
on the Gas Price Relief for Consumers 
Act, Mr. SHIMKUS voted against it. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Would the gentlelady 
yield? 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Not on this point. 
I will not yield. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. You’re referring to 
me. I would be happy to debate if 
you’re going to bring my votes to the 
floor. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Reclaiming my 
time. 

You had a lot of time. You claimed a 
lot of time. 

The gentleman voted against this 
bill. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Will the gentlelady 
yield? 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. I will not yield at 
this time. 

So, Madam Speaker, I will ask that 
the Members of this House support the 
reauthorization of the Small Business 
Administration, and I will invite every-
one who is concerned about energy 
prices to come and support the bills 
that we pass that would provide relief 
to consumers and to small businesses. 

You should put your money where 
your mouth is. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 3029. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the Senate 
bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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EXPRESSING CONDOLENCES AND 
SYMPATHY TO THE PEOPLE OF 
SICHUAN PROVINCE, CHINA 

Mr. WU. Madam Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 1195) expressing condo-
lences and sympathy to the people of 
the People’s Republic of China for the 
grave loss of life and vast destruction 
caused by the earthquake of May 12, 
2008 in Sichuan Province, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1195 

Whereas on Monday, May 12, 2008, at 2:28 
p.m. local time, a massive earthquake meas-
uring 7.9 on the Richter scale struck a moun-
tainous region of Sichuan Province in south-
west China; 

Whereas the epicenter of the earthquake 
was Wenchuan County, 60 miles northwest of 
the provincial capital of Chengdu; 

Whereas the earthquake destroyed 80 per-
cent of structures in some of the towns and 
small cities near the epicenter; 

Whereas the death toll is currently esti-
mated to exceed 22,000 and is expected to rise 
as the scope of the damage becomes clearer; 

Whereas tens of thousands of people across 
southwest China remain buried beneath rub-
ble, and hundreds of thousands of people are 
injured or homeless; 

Whereas an estimated 900 eighth and ninth 
grade students and their teachers remain 
trapped, with as many as hundreds dead, 
after a school collapsed in Dujiangyan, a 
county located southeast of the epicenter; 

Whereas another school with up to 1,000 
students and teachers inside collapsed in the 
city of Mianyang; 

Whereas two chemical plants have col-
lapsed in Shifang, northeast of the epicenter, 
spilling 80 tons of toxic ammonia; 

Whereas more than 150 people have been 
killed in the provinces of Gansu and 
Shaanxi, and in Chongqing municipality; 

Whereas the People’s Republic of China has 
mobilized 50,000 police and civilian rescue 

workers, who have been working tirelessly in 
disaster areas to aid in rescue and recovery 
efforts; 

Whereas the tremors of the powerful earth-
quake were felt as far south as Vietnam and 
Thailand and set off another, smaller earth-
quake near the outskirts of Beijing, 900 miles 
away; 

Whereas the earthquake is China’s largest 
natural disaster since a previous earthquake 
struck the city of Tangshan in eastern China 
in 1976; and 

Whereas the People’s Republic of China has 
said that it is spending $120 million on rescue 
efforts and that it would accept inter-
national aid to cope with the disaster: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) extends its condolences and sympathy 
to the people of the People’s Republic of 
China for the grave loss of life and vast de-
struction caused by the massive earthquake 
centered in Sichuan Province; 

(2) vows its full support for the people of 
the People’s Republic of China as well as the 
members of the Chinese American commu-
nity in the United States who have relatives 
in the affected areas of China; and 

(3) expresses confidence that the people of 
the People’s Republic of China will come to-
gether to help those in need and succeed in 
overcoming the hardships incurred because 
of this tragedy. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. WU) and the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) each will con-
trol 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WU. I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 legisla-
tive days to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the resolution under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WU. Madam Speaker, I rise in 

strong support of this resolution and 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

For the past week, the world has 
been shocked and saddened by the 
aftermath of the horrendous earth-
quake that struck the Chinese Sichuan 
Province last Monday, May 12. Chinese 
news reports now confirm that the 7.9 
Richter scale magnitude earthquake 
has claimed the lives of over 40,000 peo-
ple. 

b 1545 

The number of fatalities climbs high-
er each day as the full scale of the dev-
astation unfolds. Chinese authorities 
estimate that, despite strenuous rescue 
efforts, in the end as many as 50,000 
people could have perished from the 
earthquake and its aftermath. 

Particularly heartbreaking are the 
hundreds, perhaps thousands, of chil-
dren who were killed as their schools 
collapsed on them. These young lives 
were cut far, far too short, and it is so 
tragic that had the earthquake oc-
curred just 2 or 3 hours later, or had 
the schools that the children were in 
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